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P   h   i l   S   C   A  
The Philippine State College of Aeronautics, founded in 1969, is the only government institution in 
the country offering aviation related courses.
Section 2 and 3 of R.A. 7605 stipulate the role of PhilSCA,  i.e. “to provide professional and 
advanced technical and technological instruction and training in the preparatory field of aeronautics 
and to promote research and advanced studies, and progressive leadership in its fields of 
specialization.” 
The Professional Regulation Commission (PRC) awarded Philippine State College of Aeronautics 
as the “Number 1 Aeronautical School in the Country” due to a higher percentage of passers than 
the National Passing rate  for seven consecutive years (2012-2018). Last year, PhilSCA produced 8 
top examinees dominating the list of Top Ten Aeronautical Engineers.
PhilSCA graduates in the programs of Aircraft Maintenance, Aviation Electronics, Aviation 
Information Management and Technology and Liberal Arts are consistent performers
in the Civil Aviation Authority of the Philippines (CAAP) rating exams. 
Certificate Number  
AJA16.0920
At present… PhilSCA strategically plans to achieve its 
goals in the next four years (2019-2023) 
I. Internationalization through:
1. establishing linkages in terms of academics and research with 
the ASEAN countries and different regions of the world;
2. exchange of academics and research information and 
materials;
3. exchange of faculty and administrative staff, including study 
abroad, student exchange, and scholarship in the area of 
Aviation Sciences; and
4. promoting mutually agreed academic activities.
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OBJECTIVES OF THE PRESENTATION
First Phase presents a corpus-based linguistic investigation, 
coupled with a survey research, on the use of standard 
phraseology that has non-standard counterparts utilized 
by Filipino pilots and controllers;
Second Phase extends the investigation of non-standard 
phraseology and determines its acceptability level and 
the degree of risks it poses; and
Third Phase designs an English Language Proficiency 
Program for the Philippine State College of 
Aeronautics, in coordination with the Civil Aviation 
Training Center (CATC) of the Philippines.
• English language has become a prerequisite among Pilots and Air 
Traffic Controllers (ATCs) to demonstrate a proficiency in standard 
aviation phraseology for communications.
• However, pilots and ATC have demonstrated failures in using 
standard phraseology that has likely contributed to communication 
errors (Molesworth & Estival, 2014) and may have led to flight 
incidents which occur when lexicons, having standardized usage, are 
used in non-standard ways, leading to ambiguity and thus posing 
potential errors. 
• Responsibilities for miscommunication in aviation where English is 
used as a lingua franca, are distributed across native and non-native 
English speaking pilots and controllers   who are expected to use 
standard phraseology.
RATIONALE
• “while we wait”, which can be confused with “line up 
and wait” which resulted in a runway incursion 
(Medevac helicopter & A300 plane cargo, at Ottawa 
International Airport, June 2014).
• “actually standby ah” instead of “takeoff clearance 
cancelled” (Boeing 727, March 2013).
RATIONALE
• In the Philippines, no study (e.g.  Linguistic study nor survey 
research) has ever been conducted as to whether Filipino pilots 
and controllers faithfully adhere to strict utilization of standard 
phraseology in aviation.
Inspiration: Swinehart’s (2013) corpus linguistic study
which revealed that the lexical item “right” in phraseology 
had only 18% standard usage (Swinehart, 2013)
• In addition, the use of nonstandard phraseology can potentially 
lead to catastrophic repercussions. Hence, determining its level 
of acceptability and the degree of risks it poses is vital.
• Indeed, a pellucid communication between pilots and 
controllers is imperative for a safe and expeditious flight 
operation.
RATIONALE
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Non-Standard 
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used by  
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and controllers
General 
Phraseology Taxiing
Landing/ 
Take-off
In-Flight
Aviation 
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Phraseology
Level of 
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Risks
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
1. How are the lexical items in standard phraseology 
defined and utilized in non-standard ways by 
Filipino pilots and controllers?
2. What is the level of acceptability of non-standard 
phraseology in pilot – controller communication?
3. What is the degree of risks of non-standard 
phraseology in pilot – controller communication?
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
4. Is there a significant difference in the level of 
acceptability of non-standard phraseology in pilot-
controller communication in terms of their profile?
5. Is there a significant difference in the degree of 
risks of non-standard phraseology in pilot-
controller communication in terms of their profile?
6. Is there a significant correlation between the level 
of acceptability and the degree of risk non-standard 
phraseology in pilot–controller communication?
METHODOLOGY
Research Design
1. Corpus Linguistic Approach
2. Quantitative-Qualitative Research Design
Research Data/ Sampling
1. a corpus of Cockpit Voice Recorder (CVR) transcripts
from different international airlines and from the Civil 
Aviation Authority of the Philippines, representatives of the 
Concentric Model of WE
2.Two launched surveys for (88) ATCs and (74) pilots  
(Purposive-Convenience Sampling)
Research Instruments
- Adapted Questionnaires from IATA (Said, 2011)
- Researchers-made Survey extracted from studies
on non-standard phraseology in aviation
- Antconc text analysis application
for Corpus Data
METHODOLOGY
Data Analysis:
1. Preliminary Cursory Analysis of non-standard phraseology
2. ICAO documents on standard phraseology were used as basis for analysis.
3. 1 ATC and 2 Aviation Communication Instructors inter-rated the identified 
and analyzed lexicons.
4. Data from the survey research were obtained through frequency 
distribution, percentage, and mean.
5. Four-point Likert Scale was employed for interpretation.
UNIT 
WEIGHT
EQUIVALENT 
WEIGHTED 
POINTS
VERBAL 
INTERPRETATION
VERBAL 
INTERPRETATION
Acceptability Risk
4 3.51-4.00 Perfectly Acceptable High Risk
3 2.51-3.50 Acceptable Medium Risk
2 1.51-2.50 Slightly Acceptable Low Risk
1 1.00-1.50 Not Acceptable No Risk
6.   ANOVA  was used to test the hypothesis.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Lexical Items Standard 
Use
Non-Standard 
Use
Total Tokens
Go ahead 87.50% 12.50% 100% 
Hold short 85.71% 14.29% 100%
Priority 0% 100% 100%
Affirm 0% 100% 100% 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Lexical 
Items
Standard 
Definition
Non-Standard 
Definition
Go 
Ahead
to give permission to 
state requests
to move forward 
Hold 
Short
to not cross or enter 
the mentioned 
runway
to proceed or to 
continue
Priority used during flight 
problems. Often has 
a term “mayday” or 
“pan-pan”
can be considered as 
non-standard if the kind 
of emergency is not 
stated
Affirm used to define “yes” “affirmative” can 
oftentimes be misheard 
as “negative”
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Airports where ICAO Standard Phraseology 
is NOT always used.
• Incheon International Airport (RKSI) South Korea
• Gimhae International Airport (RKPK) South Korea
• Nanjing Lukuo International Airport (NKG) China
• Ninoy Aquino International Airport (NAIA) 
Philippines
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF LEVEL OF ACCEPTABILITY
OF NON-STANDARD PHRASEOLOGY
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Verbal
Interpretation
General 
Phraseology 
average
162 1.00 3.60 2.0233 .63362 Slightly Acceptable
Landing/tak
e-off 
Phraseology 
average
162 1.00 3.80 2.0133 .61049
Slightly 
Acceptable
Taxiing 
Phraseology 
average
162 1.00 3.40 2.1300 .60599
Slightly 
Acceptable
In-Flight 
Phraseology 
average
162 1.00 3.20 2.1633 .54305
Slightly 
Acceptable
Overall Mean = 2.0824 
VI = Slightly Acceptable
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
GENERAL PHRASEOLOGY Mean Remarks
1. “okay” can be used instead of “Roger” 1.38 Not Acceptable 
2. “say your intention (aircraft call sign)” 
can be used instead of “go ahead” (aircraft 
call sign)
2.35 Slightly Acceptable 
3. “One oneniner point five” (sample 
frequency) can be used instead of “one 
oneniner decimal five’’ (sample frequency) 
2.06 Slightly Acceptable 
4. “Wait and I will call you” can be used 
instead of “stand-by”. 
1.5 Not Acceptable 
5. “Affirmative” can be used instead of 
“Affirm” 
2.81 Acceptable 
Total 2.02 Slightly Acceptable 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
LANDING/ TAKE-OFF Mean Remarks
1. “Ready to Take-off” can be used 
instead of “Ready for departure”
2.06 Slightly Acceptable
2. "“Not Able to land/take-off” can be 
used instead of “Unable to land/take-off”
1.88 Slightly Acceptable
3. “Continue downwind/ upwind” can be 
used instead of “Extend 
downwind/upwind”
1.76 Slightly Acceptable
4. “listen out on (frequency)” can be used 
instead of “ Monitor (frequency)”
1.63 Slightly Acceptable
5. “(Aircraft call sign) make an immediate 
take-off/landing” can be used instead of 
“(Aircraft call sign) expedite take-
off/landing”
2.71 Acceptable
Total 2.01 Slightly Acceptable
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
TAXIING Mean Remarks
1. “Taxi into position and hold” can be 
used instead of “Taxi into holding point”
2.43 Slightly 
Acceptable
2. “Leave Runway No._” can be used 
instead of “ Vacate Runway No._”
1.98 Slightly 
Acceptable
3. “Proceed to runway No._” can be used  
instead of “Line up runway No._”
2.15 Slightly 
Acceptable
4. “Get close to (Preceding aircraft)” can 
be used instead of “ follow Behind the 
(Preceding aircraft)”
1.9 Not Acceptable
5. “Traffic in visual” can be used instead 
of “ (Type of aircraft) in sight”
2.18 Slightly 
Acceptable
Total 2.13 Slightly 
Acceptable
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
IN-FLIGHT Mean Remarks
1. “Leaving for flight level” can be used  
instead of “descending/climb to flight 
level”
2.23 Slightly 
Acceptable
2. “Ascend” can be used instead of 
“climb”
1.88 Slightly 
Acceptable
3. “Continue flight level” can be used 
instead of “Maintain flight level”
2.11 Slightly 
Acceptable
4. “Back on Track” can be used instead of 
“back on route”
2.65 Acceptable
5. “Leaving the control zone” can be used 
instead of “ Leaving the controlled 
airspace”
1.93 Slightly 
Acceptable
Total 2.16 Slightly 
Acceptable
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF DEGREE OF RISKS 
OF NON-STANDARD PHRASEOLOGY
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Verbal
Interpretation
General 
Phraseology 
average
162 1.00 3.40 1.9567 .53119 Low Risk
Landing/take-
off Phraseology 
average
162 1.20 3.80 2.0200 .55443 Low Risk
Taxiing 
Phraseology 
average
162 1.00 3.80 2.0333 .58358 Low Risk
In-Flight 
Phraseology 
average
162 1.00 2.80 2.0700 .53971 Low Risk
Overall Mean = 2.02
VI = Low Risk
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
PHRASEOLOGY RATED ‘MEDIUM RISK’
PHRASEOLOGY Risk Acceptability
Mean Degree Mean Level
“Affirmative” can be 
used instead of 
“Affirm” 
2.73 Medium Risk 2.82 Acceptable
“Traffic in visual” can 
be used instead of “ 
(Type of aircraft) in 
sight”
2.75 Medium Risk 2.18 Slightly
Acceptable
“Back on Track” can 
be used instead of 
“back on route”
2.55 Medium Risk 2.65 Acceptable
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN THE  LEVEL OF 
ACCEPTABILITY AGAINST DEMOGRAPHICS 
SEX There is NO significant difference in Taxiing 
Phraseology, Landing/Take-off Phraseology and In-flight 
Phraseology EXCEPT in General Phraseology. 
AGE There is NO significant difference across phraseologies. 
RATING There is an ‘extremely significant difference’ in General 
Phraseology and there is a ‘highly significant difference’ 
in Landing/Take-off Phraseology. 
(Commercial Pilots and Private Pilots often use non-standard 
phraseology than controllers.) 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN THE  DEGREE OF RISKS 
AGAINST DEMOGRAPHICS 
SEX There is NO significant difference in non-standard 
phraseology EXCEPT in Landing/Take-off Phraseology.
AGE There is NO significant difference across Phraseologies.
RATING There is an ‘extremely significant difference’ in General
Phraseology.  (Filipino Commercial and Private Pilots 
rated General Phraseology ‘medium risk’ while 
controllers rated it ‘low risk’.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LEVEL OF ACCEPTABILITY AND
DEGREE OF RISKS OF NON-STANDARD PHRAEOLOGY
Degree of Risk 
of General 
Phraseology
Degree of Risk of 
Landing/ Take-off 
Phraseology
Degree of Risk 
of Taxiing 
Phraseology
Degree of Risk of 
In-Flight 
Phraseology
Level of 
Acceptability of 
General 
Phraseology 
Pearson 
Correlation
.744** .498** .513** .213
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .102
N 60 60 60 60
Level of 
Acceptability of 
Landing/Take-off 
Phraseology
Pearson 
Correlation
.631** .786** .619** .250
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .054
N 60 60 60 60
Level of 
Acceptability of 
Taxiing 
Phraseology
Pearson 
Correlation
.559** .497** .781** .324*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .012
N 60 60 60 60
Level of 
Acceptability of In-
Flight Phraseology
Pearson 
Correlation
.342** .297* .378** .775**
Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .021 .003 .000
N 60 60 60 60
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
The highlighted average values mean that they are strong significant correlated, and the 
not highlighted average values still correlate but not significant.
CONCLUSION
1. Identified lexical items ‘Go Ahead’ & ‘Hold Short’ are non-
standard phraseologies used sporadically by Filipino pilots 
and controllers.
2. Investigated non-standard phraseologies in pilot–controller 
communication appeared to have been ‘slightly acceptable’.
3. Rated non-standard phraseologies in pilot-controller 
communication appeared to have had ‘low risk’.
4. There is an ‘extremely significant difference’ in the level of 
acceptability of non-standard phraseology in General 
Phraseology and there is a ‘highly significant difference’ in 
Landing/Take-off Phraseology.  
5. There is an ‘extremely significant difference’ in the degree of risks 
in General Phraseology.
6. There is a significantly strong correlation between the level of 
acceptability and degree of risks of non-standard 
phraseology.
GENERAL RECOMMENDATION
- Controllers should listen carefully to what a pilot reads back  
(vice versa)
- Controllers and pilots should try to speak slowly especially 
when they are under pressure and do not have the time to 
repeat information.
- When talking to foreign pilots, controllers should take into 
account the English language background and proficiency as 
well as language variation embedded in phraseology
- Pay attention to the information at the middle of the message 
as often it is the middle of the message where confusion 
arises.
How do these investigations inform the 
status quo of standard phraseology usage in 
pilot-controller communication in the 
Philippines?
Filipino pilots and controllers should be 
encouraged to strictly  adhere to the 
implementation  of ICAO standard phraseology 
in aviation. 
How can PhilSCA, the only state college in 
aviation, help the Civil Aviation Authority of 
the Philippines in identifying  and 
addressing the needs
of Filipino pilots and controllers in the 
Philippines?
PhilSCA , in cooperation with the Civil Aviation 
Training Center of the Philippines, has designed 
an English Language Proficiency Program in 
order to improve communications between and 
among pilots and controllers.
Theoretical & 
Pedagogical 
Underpinnings 
guided by ICAO 
Document 9835
ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY (ELP) PROGRAM 
Level 1: Pre-elementary
Level 2: Elementary
Level 3: Pre-Operational
Level 4: Operational
Level 5: Extended
Level 6: Expert
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BENCHMARK ASSESSMENT
PLACEMENT   ASSESSMENT
ASSESSMENT RESULT:
Low Beginner to Mid Intermediate
ASSESSMENT RESULT:
High Intermediate to Advanced
GENERAL ENGLISH PROGRAM
AVIATION ENGLISH PROGRAM
SPECIALIZED AVIATION 
ENGLISH PROGRAM
EXIT  ASSESSMENT
TRACK 1 TRACK 2
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